






















































































































































































I recommend that the specific proposals to be addressed in-

clude:

L Simplification of procedures under existing law. For
example:

SET TIME LIMITS

DOL could set time limits for the negotiation of
agreements, after which the Secretary of Labor

could make his own determination of what arrange-
ments constituted "fair and equitable" protection.
DOL could provide conditional certifications so

that UMTA funds could flow before critical deadlines
were reached (end of the fiscal year, or exhaustion
of local operating funds).

MULTI-YEAR CERTIFICATIONS

Instead of having each grant of Federal dollars

give rise to a new 13(c) agreement (often more

than one per year per city) DOL could establish a
policy of granting multi-year certifications which
would be good for all grants made within a specific
period of time (three years) subject to review

based upon the union or an employee showing "adverse
impact."

SINGLE CERTIFICATION FOR SINGLE GRANT

Only a single certification should be required for

a given capital project, even if such a project is
funded through several successive grants or grant
amendments. (This would be the case for a new

rapid transit system, where UMTA makes a multi-

year commitment of funds and liquidates that

commitment over time with a series of annual

grants. Under present practice each such annual

grant requires a separate 13(c) agreement, collectively
bargained and certified.)
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NEGATIVE DECLARATIONS WITH CHANGED BURDEN OF PROOT

DOT and DOL could establish categories of capital
grants that historically have had minimal, if any,
adverse impact on transit employees. Such cate-
gories would include bus and rail car purchases
which result in no reduction in fleet size. In
such cases, there could be a simple departmental
declaration that no adverse impact is likely to
occur, and that no specific 13 (c) arrangement need
be negotiated.

This would shift the present burden of proof from
local transit operators (to prove that the Federal
dollars will not harm employees) to the unions (to
prove that there is an adverse impact.)

A review procedure could be provided whereby an
employee or union could ask for special protective
arrangements in connection with any grant based
upon a showing of a substantial prospect of "adverse .
impact."

AGREE DISAGREE

Promulgate and Publish Regulations

Regulations were drafted in 1974 and 1975 but never
finalized. Such guidelines would assist all parties in
participating in the 13 (c) process.

- AGREE DISAGREE

I recommend that the Domestic Council be charged with
co~-ordinating this effort. :

AGREE DISAGREE
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